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PER CURI AM

Gregory Wllians, a District of Col unbia prisoner housed
inafederal institutionin Virginia, seeks to appeal the district
court’s order dismssing his petition filed under 28 U. S.C. § 2241
(2000). The order is not appeal able unless a circuit justice or
judge issues a certificate of appealability. 28 U S.C

8§ 2253(c) (1) (2000); see Madley v. United States Parole Conmin, 278

F.3d 1306, 1310 (D.C. Cir. 2002) (reasoning that District of
Colunbia is a “state” court for purposes of § 2253(c), and while a
parol e determ nation claimdoes not attack the original conviction
or sentence, it nevertheless “arises out of” the original state

process). A certificate of appealability will not issue absent “a
substantial showi ng of the denial of a constitutional right.” 28
U S . C 8 2253(c)(2) (2000). A prisoner satisfies this standard by
denonstrating that reasonable jurists would find that the district
court’s assessnment of his constitutional clainms is debatable or

wrong and that any dispositive procedural rulings by the district

court also are debatable or wong. See MIller-El v. Cockrell, 537

U S 322, 336-38 (2003); Slack v. MDaniel, 529 U S. 473, 484

(2000); Rose v. Lee, 252 F.3d 676, 683-84 (4th Gr. 2001). W have

i ndependently reviewed the record and conclude that WIlians has
not nade the requi site show ng. Accordingly, we deny a certificate
of appealability and dismss the appeal. W dispense wth ora

argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately



presented in the materials before the court and argument woul d not
ai d the decisional process.
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